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REMARKS 

Claims 1. 2, 5-13 and new claims 20-28 are pending. Claims 1 and 12 have 
been amended. 

The examiner's office action dated 02/10/2004 rejected the claims purportedly 
submitted in the Nov 18, 2003 amendment. In fact the claims rejected included claims 
cancelled in the Nov 18, 2003 response. Specifically in the Office Action Summary 
claims 1, 2, 5-13 are shown pending, but the 35 USC 102(b) rejection cites "Claims 1-2, 
6-9, 12-18 and 19" are rejected; the 35 USC 103(a) rejection includes claims 4-5, 10, 
1 1 . Clearly the claims as considered by the examiner were not those presented in the 
November 18 Amendment New claims 20 through 28 reflect amended claims closely 
resembling those the examiner actually considered in the Office Action, albeit amended 
in view of the newly cited reference. 

Applicants appreciate this inadvertent error was an oversight, however, the 
content of the examiner's reasons for the rejection makes is sufficiently clear what the 
grounds of rejection are in view of the new cited reference Sogi et al, US 5,573,270. 

The examiner rejected the claims as being anticipated by Sogi et al. Sogi et al 
teaches that the use of a baffle which completely obstructs the direct flow of the inflation 
gases along the axis A of inflator when looking back in the direction B. Amended claim 
1 and new claim 20 make it clear that the inflator opening and the baffle opening are 
aligned on inflation such that a portion of the inflator opening is visible when viewed ori 
an axis parallel to the longitudinal axis of the inflator. In the prior art teaching of 
Sogi et al the baffle openings are all directed radially or perpendicular to the inflator 
opening. Sogi et al claims allowing portions of the inflation gases to flow without 
impacting the baffle can lead to damage to the outside airbag. Applicants' invention 
does exactly what Sogi daims should be avoided. Applicants' invention allows portions 
of the gases to pass directly outwardly parallel to the inflator axis A. Sogi et al teaches 
away from applicants' invention as it is now claimed. 

Applicants' amended dependent claim 12 includes the limitation that the portion 
of gases that do not impact the baffle are caught in a vortex or whirlpool. This feature is 
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in principle recited by the claimed structure found in the invention of amended claim 1 
and new claim 20. This vortex effect is created by the geometric flow patterns created 
upon inflation. This vortex effect in combination with the baffle geometry slows the 
gases enough to cause particulates to fall due to gravity avoiding the spewing of hot 
particles to impinge on the outer airbag or cushion. The examiner's attention is directed 
to paragraph [0021] of the specification and figure 5 of the drawings. It is applicants' 
contention the prior art neither teaches nor suggested the combination as claimed in 
amended claim 1 and newly presented claim 20. Furthermore, as to claim 1 the use of 
a shield in combination with the baffle is not taught in Sogi accordingly Sogi does not 
anticipate the claimed invention of amended claim 1 and is therefore not a proper 
rejection on that basis alone. 

For all the reasons stated above, applicants respectfully request the examiner to 

withdraw this rejection. 

The examiner rejected claims 4-5, 10, 11 under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sogi et al (5,573,270) in view of Nelson et ai (6,263,499). 

Sogi et al fails to teach the use of a heat shield; Nelson, et at teaches the use of 
a heat shield. 

Sogi et al fails as a primary reference because it teaches away from the claimed 
features of either amended claim 1 or new claim 20. As stated above, Sogi requires all 
inflator gases flow perpendicular to the inflator longitudinal axis A and that all the gases 
that flow parallel to the axis A must impinge the baffle. As such, any heat shield 
combined with Sogi would logically be limited to a perimeter attachment around the 
baffle of Sogi et a) which would arguably block the openings in the baffle which all 
exhaust at the perimeter. Applicants' use of a shield 6 as shown can be attached 
securely around the perimeter of the baffle because the opening of the baffle is not at 
the perimeter. Accordingly, it is applicants' contention the use of a shield surrounding 
the inflator opening and attached to the baffle as claimed would adversely affect the 
Sogi et al design. Accordingly, the combination of Sogi et al with Nelson is improper. 
For the reasons stated above, the examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this 
rejection. 
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As to the dependent claims each now depend from allowable independent claims 
as now presented and as such are patentable over the cited references. 

For the reasons stated above, applicants respectfully request the examiner to 
withdraw these rejections and allow the application to pass to issue. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Lonnie R. Drayer 
Registration No. 30,375 
Attorney for Applicants 
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